Introduction
Narrative policy framework (NPF) is a relatively new framework that has become a common approach for understanding the role of stories in various aspects of public affairs. This edited volume provides an overview of the NPF, offers a comprehensive review of the applications to date, and consists of eight original empirical applications. The objectives of this chapter are to review the collection as a whole, assess some of the general contributions and limitations of the NPF, and offer constructive recommendations for advancing the research program.
Contributions of the Empirical Chapters to NPF Development
As a research platform, the NPF offers several benefits to people interested in approaching the study of public affairs and the role of policy narratives therein. A foundational stone to the NPF is the assumption that the study of policy narratives is underappreciated and necessary in understanding public affairs. Whereas Aristotle characterized humans as political animals, the first chapter in this volume begins with a description that humans are "storytelling animals" (Jones et al. p. 2) The argument is that people tell stories to make sense of their personal experiences in the past, present, and imagined future. Beyond the personal, policy narratives are, as argued by the authors in this volume, extremely important in shaping the conduct and outcomes of all aspects of government.
Given the assumptions that stories matter, previous efforts to study policy narratives have been dominated by underdeveloped theories as well as nonsystematic and unclear methods of data collection and analysis. The goal of the NPF research program is thus to create and develop a framework that can serve as a research platform for scholars interested in developing original theory and conducting systematic and empirical analysis of policy narratives.
A framework is an important tool for organizing and structuring a part of reality. In the study of public policy, several well-known frameworks provide the foundation for rich and extensive research programs. For scholars interested in the role of institutional arrangements for overcoming collective action problems and guiding and constraining behavior, the Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) Framework identifies the sets of concepts and objects scholars need to account for in developing and testing theories. For scholars less interested in institutional arrangements and more interested in political behavior, especially the role of beliefs in the formation and activity of coalitions, the Advocacy Coalitions Framework (ACF) provides a key set of variables that need to be considered in explaining the formation of coalitions, the actions and strategies of coalitions, and the effects of coalitional activity on policy change. The NPF follows in this important tradition of developing a foundation from which to build and test theory. For scholars interested in how narratives developed by actors in policy processes affect opinion and preferences, the extent that narratives vary across competing coalitions, and uses of narratives in shaping policies, the NPF is a viable tool.
The NPF has become increasingly well specified over time as empirical work on policy narratives has proceeded. Scholars applying the NPF are empirically testing relations among variables to begin to develop theory. Framework and theory interact; a well-specified framework is compatible with multiple theories and theories are grounded in frameworks. While the two concepts-framework and theory-are distinct, they work together in supporting the accumulation of knowledge. A framework provides a common language for sets of concepts, objects, and variables that describe a particular dimension of reality; theories posit empirically testable relationships among the concepts, objects, and variables of a framework to explain particular processes and outcomes. As empirical testing occurs, and theories are developed, additional objects and variables may be discovered that are key for understanding narratives in general and that appear in multiple theories and, thus, should be incorporated into the framework. Theory development is an important part of framework development and the NPF has been used to guide empirical testing of relationships among variables that will ultimately result in one or several theories of policy narratives. Tables 1.2 and 1.3 in the first chapter capture multiple hypothesized relationships among variables found in the NPF and contain an emerging core of a theory on policy narratives and individuals' perceptions and assessments of policy processes and an emerging core of a theory on coalitions' uses of narrative to shape policy processes and outcomes.
Consequently one way to interpret and evaluate the empirical chapters in this volume is by examining the contributions each makes to the emerging policy narrative theories that are part of the NPF and to the NPF itself. We organize this assessment by first examining the contributions made by the chapters that directly test variables and hypotheses derived from the NPF before turning to the contributions of chapters that are in the spirit of the NPF but do not directly test its variables.
Direct Tests of the NPF variables
Micro Level. Two chapters test and develop theory at the micro level of analysis in the NPF, Chapter 4 by McBeth et al. and Chapter 5 by Shanahan et al. Both use surveys to examine the effects of narrative elements on individual opinion and perception. McBeth et al. report on results of surveys of citizens and experts on the perceived effectiveness of different types of narratives. This was the first time an NPF-based study surveyed experts and compared the responses with citizens. A duty-based narrative, particularly those elements portraying citizens as heroes, received higher evaluations of effectiveness compared to scientific or technical information by both citizens and experts, providing support for micro-level hypothesis 5 on the power of characters (see Chapter 1, table 2). In contrast, Shanahan et al. use an online survey experiment to examine the effects of unintentional and intentional causal mechanisms on policy preferences. They find that an intentional causal mechanism significantly affects individuals' policy preferences. The effect of the intentional causal mechanism holds, regardless of its congruence with individuals' views. Shanahan et al. also find that intentional causal mechanism significantly affects individuals' policy preferences, regardless of breaching or congruent, thus contradicting micro-level hypothesis 1 (see table 2, Chapter 1). Micro-level NPF studies have used experimental designs to systematically examine the effects of different narrative elements on individuals' opinions and preferences. Experiments allow scholars to zero in on one or two variables and test whether expected relationships among them hold. A series of experiments, each building on the last, often provide fertile ground for developing theory, and may point to important questions to address in real-world settings (Ostrom et al. 1994) . As well-designed experiments have high internal validity, but low external validity, it is important to match them with other types of methods, in non-experimental settings to further test and develop theory. Thus, the creators of the NPF should be recognized for the careful and systematic foundation they are providing in their work conducted at the micro level of analysis.
Meso Level. Four chapters test hypotheses at the meso level of analysis. These chapters are diverse in topic, decision-making processes, narrative sources, and hypotheses examined. In particular, Gupta et al. explore meso-level hypothesis 1 on scope of conflict; Crow and Berggren and Heikkila et al. test variations of meso-level hypothesis 4 on the devil shift; and Crow and Berggren, Heikkila et al., Kear and Wells, and Gupta et al. examine in various ways meso-level hypothesis 7 on policy narrative persuasion. The findings are decidedly mixed. In testing the scope of conflict, Gupta et al. find that the losing coalition attempts to expand the scope of conflict in expected ways, for instance, the losing coalition was more likely to discuss costs in a diffuse way, arguing that most citizens would be harmed by the nuclear power project; but portrayed benefits in a concentrated way by arguing that only a few undeserving groups would gain from the project. These findings were consistent for the use of symbols and policy surrogates, with the losing coalition using such devices to try to expand the scope of conflict. Thus, the Gupta et al. study provides some initial support for the scope of conflict hypothesis; however, given the limits of their study, which they recognize, the findings appear promising, but have to be interpreted cautiously.
In testing meso-level hypothesis 4 on the devil shift, Crow and Berggren found no significant difference in the use of the devil shift between winning and losing narratives. Exploring a variation of the devil shift hypothesis, Heikkila et al. also find limited use of the devil shift, prompting them to ask if "This raises a question about the extent that the devil-shift can be adequately measured based solely on the hero, villain, and victim characters." Thus, whether in these two empirical tests winners and losers did or did not use the devil shift, or whether the devil shift is measured and tested adequately, is questionable.
In testing meso-level hypothesis 7, all four studies find that the winning and losing coalitions make use of different narrative elements (characters, plots, morals) to differing degrees. Crow and Berggren find that winners and losers make similar use of heroes and victims, but winners use villains more often than do losers. Furthermore, winners used blame more often than did losers. Heikkila et al. also find similarities and differences among the groups' uses of characters, but in their case winners and losers made similar use of heroes and villains, and winners used victims more often than losers. Why some winning groups use heroes and villains and others use heroes and victims is not clear, nor were the studies designed to answer such a question. Indeed, organizations representing the environment or the general interest against private interests might very well cast the citizens as victims at a higher rate in their narratives regardless of their winning or losing the political debate. The one consistent pattern is the high use of the hero character with winners and losers more likely to portray themselves as heroes. However, as Crow and Berggren and Heikkila et al. point out, many narratives are incomplete, only one or two characters are used, or a moral is missing. This may be due to the narrators within the coalition or to the researchers choosing to code and analyze some narrative elements and not others. Also, although winning and losing narratives make use of a variety of narrative elements, it is not possible from the research designs in those chapters to identify why coalitions use some elements and not others, or why a coalition fails to use a particular element, even though it would appear to be to their benefit.
Finally, as part of micro-level hypothesis 5, although studied at the meso level, two of the studies focus on the use of science in narratives, with mixed results. Crow and Berggren find that the opposing groups do not differ in their use of science. Science is not used often and, when it is, it is used in similar ways across winning and losing groups to support the particular policy narrative and not to attack opposing narratives. In contrast, Gupta et al. found both winning and losing coalitions often made use of science, with the winning coalitions emphasizing certainty and the losing coalition emphasizing uncertainty.
The direct empirical tests of the NPF variables and hypotheses provide strong support for the role of policy narratives in policy making processes. Coalitions are making use of narrative elements and are making use of different elements in different ways. However, considerable work remains to be done to explain how policy learning, change, and outcomes are linked to different uses of narrative elements among coalitions. Further, how narrative elements are linked to learning, change, and outcomes is conditioned by context. Kear and Wells explicitly make such connections by exploring partisanship, voting patterns, public opinion, and media portrayals. Heikkila et al. draw upon dimensions of the larger context to speculate why winners and losers differed in their use of narrative elements. Explaining why coalitions differ in their use of narratives will require incorporating specific contextual variables in theorizing about policy outcomes.
NPF-related Studies
Two chapters do not directly test variables and hypotheses derived from the NPF; rather they explore policy narratives through other means. O'Brien et al. compare and contrast the political narratives that emerged from the British Parliament and the US House of Representatives about the Arab Spring as it unfolded. The authors use some of the NPF-identified narrative elements along with additional concepts to explain the substantial differences between the two narratives. The O'Brien et al. chapter makes two potential contributions to the NPF. First, it points to additional narrative elements that may be well worth pursuing, such as self-identity, metaphors, and the doomsday plot. Second, it offers a potential bridge between the micro and meso levels of the NPF. By addressing the use of heuristics and metaphors as key narrative elements used by actors to guide people's attention and to define problems and suggest solutions, the interactions between narratives and individuals' beliefs, preferences, and actions may be better specified.
In contrast, Ney makes a powerful argument for how cultural theory fits with the NPF and enriches the framework by combining cultural theory with concepts from the NPF to theorize about social innovation. Thus, it explicitly incorporates another theory within the NPF, a theory that can both enrich and be enriched by the NPF, and it points to new policy areas to explore, moving the NPF away from its focus on highly conflictual environmental problems and policies.
Further Developing the NPF
Based predominately on the chapters in this volume, we outline several shortcomings of the NPF and offer recommendations for addressing the limitations with the hope of propelling the NPF toward the realization of its goal to develop generalizable theories using scientific methods.
Key Concepts in the Framework
The NPF was created to provide a generalizable platform for studying policy narratives. To accomplish this goal, the framework must offer clearly defined concepts that promote fairly consistent measurement. This framework includes many concepts, such as plot, characters, setting, and moral of the story, which combine to form the structure of policy narratives. This section summarizes a conceptual analysis of policy narratives, a key concept in the framework and one that must be clearly defined for enabling the portability of this framework and lesson learning across applications.
In the opening chapter, Jones et al. define policy narratives as having some combination of four elements: a setting, characters (heroes, victims, and villains), plots, and a moral of the story (a policy solution). Drawing across the first chapter, policy narratives are further conceptually described as requiring a setting (p. 11), at least one character (p. 11) and, maybe, a moral and a plot (pp. 11-12) .
A setting is defined as the context of the problem, including the level of political conflict, quality of the science, demographics, legal and constitutional rules, the environment, and others. Such descriptions of the context of problems are a common feature across all well-developed and widely accepted frameworks in policy process research, such as the IAD and the ACF, and the NPF describes such contexts adequately.
Perhaps the most important contribution to the study of public affairs is the identification of heroes, villains, and victims by the NPF. Characters include humans, including groups and organizations, but also any "anthropomorphized abstraction or broad categories" (p. 11). This means that any person, place, or thing could be a character, assuming the noun were associated with deliberately, accidently, potentially or actually fixing (hero), being harmed from (victim), or harming (villain) a problem in a setting. The motivation to extend characters beyond humans makes perfect sense and can be justified at a conceptual level as many non-human nouns are often characters in stories, especially animals or nature in environmental issues. Complications arise, however, in the definitional descriptions of characters and the actual practice of distinguishing a regular noun from a character. Imagine a simple policy narrative:
In the annual city council meeting, the mayor lost the report. The city council was upset by the lost report. The mayor had an idea to find the report. The mayor tried the idea, the idea worked, and the mayor found the report. The city council was pleased by the found report.
In such a simple policy narrative, the hero could be coded as the mayor, the idea, or the report; the victim could be the mayor, the city council, or the report; and the villain could be the mayor or the report. This simple policy narrative is deliberately contrived to be complicated but illustrates the challenges in identifying characters in practice when characters are defined as any noun that fixes, harms, or is harmed by a problem in a setting.
This problem in identifying characters from nouns also occurs in practice and can be found throughout the applications in this volume. For example, Crow and Berggren require that characters be proper nouns; hence, " 'Environment' or 'Wildlife' is not enough, but 'Flaming Gorge ecosystem' or 'Bald Eagle' are sufficient to be considered characters." Kear and Wells, Ney, McBeth et al., O'Bryan et al., and Heikkila et al. describe characters, either implicitly or explicitly, as being humans, groups, or organizations, which means these chapters possibly overlook important characters. To complicate matters, the application by Gupta et al., while an excellent empirical analysis, is without any characters. Given the requirement that the definition of policy narratives requires at least one character, the chapter by Gupta et al.
raises a question of what is and is not a policy narrative and an application of the NPF. A recommendation is to overcome two limitations, first, to reconsider or maybe clarify the necessity of including at least one character for a policy narrative to exist and, second, to develop better guidelines for transforming nouns to characters in a policy narrative.
Understanding the role of characters in a setting could be developed with the concept of plots, which is described as connecting characters and a setting. Plots could, thus, help the NPF clarify and establish limits on how nouns become characters and how those characters interact. However, for plots "the NPF deliberately does not provide a specific operationalization" (p. 11) and, possibly as a result, few applications use this narrative element. For example, out of the eight applications in this volume, only Shanahan et al. and Kear and Wells deliberately analyze plots to any great extent. However, if a plot is defined as linking characters to settings then all of the applications in this volume implicitly involve plots to some extent as long as characters are identified as fixing, harming, or being harmed by something within a setting. Part of the challenge in understanding plot is that a single story could be a story of both decline and progress, two of the plot types the NPF draws from Stone (2002) . Any story of a victim and a villain, for example, would suggest helplessness and decline (being hurt and hurting) and any story involving a hero would suggest progress (fixing the problem). The challenge in studying plots is that characters experience events in a story differently and, thus, applying Stone's story types becomes a challenge as the same policy narrative could have simultaneous plots thereby reducing the chances for reliable methods of data collection and analysis. Rather than explore plots via the definition of story types as outlined by Stone (2002) , a better approach might be to develop theoretically original ways that the three characters in the NPF interact with each other and with the setting, which is what many contributors actually do in this volume when winning and losing policy narratives are studied. At one extreme, for example, a "complete victory" policy might be when the hero fixes the problem, the victim is saved from any future harm, and the villain vanquished. At the other extreme, a "complete defeat" policy narrative might be when the hero is absent or is present and attempts but fails to fix the problem, the victim continues to suffer, and the villain continues to influence harm. And, somewhere in between, might be a policy narrative where the hero fixes part of the problem, the victim continues to be harmed, and the villain continues to cause harm. The point in these three illustrations is to offer simplified, yet original, plot lines that relate directly to the characters in the NPF and less to Stones' story types that might not be fitting for the NPF and its empirical applications. The recommendation is to revisit the meaning of a plot and provide a clear definition of a plot for scholars to identify and study.
The final element of policy narratives is the moral of a story, also called the policy solution. By comparing definitions, however, policy solutions and heroes are identical. If a policy solution is a noun in the description of the setting then all policy solutions could be coded as the hero of the policy narrative because a "solution" is by definition a person, place, or thing that fixes a problem; that is, the same as a hero. In the example above involving the mayor, "idea" in the simple story described above could be coded as the "policy solution" or a "hero." Additionally, another minor point of confusion is whether a moral of a story is required for a policy narrative to exist; the opening chapter suggests it does not but Pierce et al. (2014, this volume ) and O'Bryan et al. (2014, 
this volume) suggests it does. The recommendation is to distinguish between a hero and a policy solution and to clarify whether a moral of a story (policy solution) is a necessary element of a policy narrative.
The confusion over the meaning of a policy narrative manifests itself in different ways throughout this volume and has important implications for the conduct and interpretation of research. Crow and Berggren, for example, attempt to address the issue of defining and bounding narratives. Using "narrativity," which is a scale of how many narrative elements and strategies are included in one narrative, they note that most of the narratives they analyzed are incomplete in that they contain a few character types and some strategic tools, and sometimes lack causal mechanisms. They draw this lesson:
When discussing coalition narratives as important to coalition behavior, policy beliefs, and the outcomes of policy debates, it is worth considering that the coalitions analyzed are often not producing the most effective narratives that they could because they are not including the elements that scholarship indicates are most influential (characters, moral of the story, etc.). In defining "what is a narrative" and in understanding how representative narratives are of coalition beliefs and behavior, it is necessary that we understand the limitations of coalitions in producing effective and complete narratives in the first place. p. 24.
Although that is an important lesson, until researchers agree upon a conceptual definition of a policy narrative, the analysis of the capacity of a coalition to write an effective and complete narrative might be a premature question to ask and one that is impossible to answer.
Distinguishing characters from plots and from morals is central to clarifying what constitutes a policy narrative. As a framework (as opposed to a theory), the characters in the NPF need not be limited to three types. The framework, to be applicable to a wide variety of policy processes, and to be compatible with multiple theories, should incorporate a typology of characters, or at least identify and specify the concept of character in such a way as to recognize the different types of characters used in frameworks and theories that are most closely related to the NPF. If the definition of characters is restricted to actors with agency (people/organizations and not to any abstract concept or category), the Advocacy Coalition Framework includes, and scholars have studied, allies, brokers, and entrepreneurs. The Social Construction Framework has long characterized four different target populations of dependents, deviants, contenders, and advantaged. An argument could also be made that the positions in an action situation in the IAD framework are characters. For the NPF, further developing the concept of character and what its attributes are, would open the framework to many different theories of different characters and stories. For instance, highly contentious policy settings may best be understood through the use of three specific types of characters-heroes, villains, and victims, whereas less contentious, more lowprofile settings may be better explained by other types of characters. In addition, a more complete and general characterization of characters may better support theory testing. However, the recognition that characters exist in all policy theories also raises questions about the contribution of the NPF to the literature and relationship between the NPF and other frameworks. The recommendation is to develop original theory that does a better job of integrating its core narrative elements, particularly plots and morals of the story with its three characters and, perhaps, other characters.
Theory Testing and Development
A framework should be compatible with multiple theories. Indeed, hypotheses developed from NPF concepts and variables explicitly relate to existing theories. The meso-level scope of conflict hypotheses (H1 and H2) are based on Schattschneider's work (1960) . These two hypotheses argue that groups will use narratives to either expand or contain the policy issue depending on whether they portray themselves as losing or winning. This presents an innovative test of Schattschneider's argument. A theory relates a limited set of concepts usually in the form of hypotheses, expectations, principles, or propositions in a certain context. Such relationships should be falsifiable, and should not contradict one another (King et al. 1994) .
Some of the hypotheses identified in the opening chapter are testable and falsifiable, others are arguably not. The micro-level power of characters hypothesis (H5) is possibly not falsifiable as "scientific and technical information" is a noun and potentially a character. One could argue that the power of characters hypothesis is based on the idea that the presentation of just numbers and data would not be as persuadable as the presentation of those numbers and data in a policy narrative. But, even the presentation of just numbers and data contradict the NPF's logic, which assumes that people use a priori values and understandings to interpret the world and, thus, numbers and data would be incorporated into existing mental models either through confirmation or disconfirmation bias, narrative cognition, and primacy of affect. In the NPF world, people do not interpret scientific and technical information just as numbers and data but incorporate them into the a priori stories already existing in their minds, especially if people really are storytelling animals.
Other hypotheses appear contradictory. With regard to the micro-level NPF hypotheses (Jones et al. p. 36) , the H1 breach hypothesis and the H3 congruence hypothesis seem contradictory with the former expecting that violations between policy narratives and norms make policy narratives more persuadable and with the latter expecting that congruence between policy narratives and norms make policy narratives more persuadable. Other hypotheses verge on the tautological. For the meso-level policy narrative persuasion hypothesis (H6), variation (or reconfiguring) in a policy narrative is an alteration of a policy landscape and, maybe, a measure of policy learning and even an outcome. Other hypotheses verge on the uninteresting, to test whether the media are members of advocacy coalitions is not a useful hypothesis until context is taken into account; that is, we know media sometimes are allies of advocacy coalitions and a better hypothesis should be developed to specify the context in which this situation occurs.
As our critique of the NPF and of some of its applications attests, if the NPF is to explain and predict policy processes, it must adhere to the accepted criterion that make up the goal of "being clear enough to be wrong," such as falsifiability or consistency, and it must provide more complete theoretical explanations. The conclusions reached by a number of chapter authors are that most narratives are limited and incomplete, in terms of characters, strategies, or morals. Why are most narratives incomplete? A number of explanations present themselves. For instance, narratives are costly to develop, and actors with more complete narratives are also actors with more resources. Or, actors who are long-term participants in a policy subsystem may have more complete narratives as they experiment and learn and adapt to changing circumstances. In addition, narratives are not the policy making process; narratives are a part of policy making processes, and how actors deploy narratives and other resources, the venues they choose to access or abandon, the governing arrangements that structure policy making all affect process and outcomes. Focusing only on narratives without paying attention to the other factors that shape and affect policy making provides an incomplete explanation of policy making, just as failing to adequately account for narratives and their use provides an incomplete explanation. The recommendation is to continue to develop, explain, and justify original theory within the NPF and consider how NPF can be linked with other frameworks and theories for explaining policy processes.
Guidance in the Use of Methods
The future development of the NPF will require scholars to deploy a variety of methods to further develop and test theories. As Crow and Berggeran note, surveys are appropriate for testing the micro-level hypotheses, but exploring the meso-level hypotheses will require more than surveys, if surveys are even appropriate; rather scholars will have to rely heavily on coding documents. There is a need to provide scholars with guidance on best practices in coding documents, such as identifying the selection of documents, providing coding rubrics, and reporting and interpreting intercoder reliability scores. The chapters in this volume exhibit substantial variation in the use of these best practices.
Just as important, however, is providing scholars guidance in how to measure and code key variables and how to handle issues with temporality and multiple documents. For instance, in the over time analysis of policy narratives by Heikkila et al., the scholars assumed that a policy narrative is operationally constrained by a publicly consumable single document published online that involves the issue of hydraulic fracturing in New York. Although efforts were made to include documents that featured narrative qualities, the assumption that a policy narrative be restricted to a single document and a single point in time was made out of convenience. There is nothing in the definition of a policy narrative that restricts its study to a single document or a single point in time. The recommendation is to develop guidelines for document coding and strategies for how to reason through the choices analysts face when applying the NPF.
Conclusions
The NPF has the potential to help make intellectual gains in a range of salient topics, such as power and influence, persuasion, learning, policy change, and coalition and political behavior. The chapters in this volume show this potential with illustrations of policy narratives in relation to influencing behavior and opinions (McBeth et al.; Shanahan et al.) or offer understandings of various aspects of coalition and political behavior (Ney et al.; Heikkila et al.; Gupta et al.; Kear and Wells; Crow and Berggren) . Overall, this volume succeeds by offering in one place a collection of NPF applications, thereby showcasing the potential benefits and limitations of the framework and also offering an opportunity for this relatively new research program to take a giant leap forward in its development. This assessment chapter argues that the NPF has yet to reach its goal of being a portable framework for analyzing policy narratives. Too many core concepts need conceptual clarity, the theory and hypotheses need development and actual testing, and best practices for its application are not yet offered. Yet, despite these limitations, the NPF inspires scholars to study stories in public affairs. This volume and the publications beyond have drawn needed attention to this framework and the editors, if dedicated, are in a good place for developing the approach into a bona fide framework in the literature.
